
.

,.. .

. .

In the CommissionmeetingyesterdayMr. StrausssaidthatLord QMruell
wmld probablyask what happemd to a llstof the questionson wuapons
effcots *ioh the Britishhad lodgeduIththeCommissionin 2952.

I believshe was referringto questionssuhnlttidby tho Bmitish(Maroh
24, 19S2) followinga meetingwithCookorofiin Roon 213 (** mud-)
on March22, 1952. (Thiswas one of a serleuof meetingsin tha SprW
& ?52~~ ~ioh eoo~r~t mtimd w mtlah program‘toa88iEt*
(bmmission h **2’M- Wh@MW SSVWWd new areas Of 000p8ratiOn Of

interest b U.X. might be unde~n~ ) The U*L m~t~d ~ WSa_
effeotsquestionssimultaneouslyto Oemral Loper, then Chief,Armed
Foroe8SpeoialWeaponsProjeot,who participatedin themeeting,repre-
eentlng Ma lb~artmentof llefense~ThoseIn attendanceat the mating
and a ~ of the discussionsheldam given In Appendix“E” to AEE
190/78. (Attachment1)

AS indiuatedin Puamaph ~S Apwndti ‘~m~ W@O (At~t 2) the
Direotor,Divisionof MilAtaryApplioatlon,eug~sted that the DIQIsion
of Biologyand MedSoinedetermim uhiohof’the ‘U.K.questionsoouldbe
answeredunderArea 2 (Nealthand Safety)of the TeohnfoalCooperation
program At a meeting on May 29, 1952,*O D~VAS~OIMof ~OlOKY ~
HedioineandM.li~ Applicationagreedthatthey wouldtry to prepare
answersto the questions a oopy of We ndnutesof thatmeetingis at-
taohed. (Attachment3) It soonbeoameevident$howwer, that no real
constructiveolassif~edanmmrs oouldbe givwnunder the existingTeoh-
nioalCooperationProgramand that epeoialprocessingunderthe $eotlon
10 Ammdxtmt vmxldhave to be undertaken.On thisbasis,the Division
of ?4il%taryApnlioationprepareda preliminarydraftstaffstudyintend-
ed to coverthisspeoialfield. Thisand othe~effortswith respeotto
otherpossiblenew fieldsof cooperationwith the U.K. beoameoonfuaed
by the Commission!sgeneralconclusionthatU.K. seourityoouldnot be
oertifiedto be muparable to U.S. seourity. With mmpect to the ueapons
effeotuquestions,therefore,it was gmmrally agreed,althoughnot docu-
mentedhere,&at it wao futileto try to arrangefor oooperatl.onwith
the U.K. beoausethe Commissionmuld not oertifYas to the adequa~ of
U.K. seouri~. (See,for example,Deansstastbony before the Joint
Committeeon PtomioEnergy,April17, 1953.) Aooordingly,all efforts
to prooessthisstaffpaper (andothersthen in prellminaqydraft form)
were abandomd in late1952. I have orallyadvisedthe RrItishof Wa
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airollmstanoe ● I&. rmn also made the pointaboutU.K. eeourityto U.K.
repzweentattwsfrom time to **

It is relevantto note in *Is o~~eot~n thatDr* ~er ad I me
currentlyconsideringthe feasibil.ltyof a U.S./U.K./Canadia.nconference
on BlologioalEffeetsof’A-io W!apom at I?rookhavenaboutFebruary
1%4. m of the m mestion~ **t*d ~ 1952Sham beenProPo~d
by the U.K. for the agendaof this Oonferen-s I ~lie~ ~- ~gher a~
I are agreed(andthe U.K. has been informallyadvlsai)that thefeasi-
bilityof dlsmud.ng many of thesequeettonaon a &asaifiec? (andfruit-
fhl) basisunderthe TeohnicalCooperationProgramia quitezwnote. The
Britishhavebeen advisedalso that saw of the questionsappearto be
of prima~ Interestto the Mlltary and muld$
suitablefor disousslonat suoha aonferenoe.
Wormed of our planefor this conterenoe.

Attaohments$1. AppenWs ‘En of Am 190/78
2. AP&ndti ‘Gn of Am 190/80
3. ~eXMXU~~ of my 29, 1952
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2A - Dr. Bu@er, B & H, w/o attachments/’

therefore,not appear
I will keep theCommission
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